IN THE UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS 


FOR THE NINTH CIRCUIT 

GERALD ARMSTRONG, No. 98-17024 

No. 99-15203 

Plaintiff-Appellant/Cross appellee, 
v. 

STATEMENT OF 

CHURCH OF SCIENTOLOGY RELATED CASES 

INTERNATIONAL, a California 
corporation, et al., 

Defendants-Appellees/Cross-appellants. 
_/ 

Plaintiff-AppeUant/Cross-appellee, by and through his undersigned 

attorney, certifies that cases each of which is believed to be a “related case” 

within the meaning of Circuit Rule 28-2.6 include these: 

(a) Abuse of Court system 

Highly instructive regarding most egregious abuse by Scientology, its 
satellites, and it’s Miscavige-Rinder, et al, prime movers in ceaseless abuse of 
our entire federal and state court systems. 

1. Religions Technology Center v. Wollersheim, 796 F.2d 1076 (9th Cir. 
1986), cert. Denied, 479 U.S. 1103,107 S. Ct. 1336,94 L.Ed.2d 187 (1987). 

2. Religions Technology Center, et al. v. Scott, 869 F.2d 1306 (9th Cir. 

1989). 







3. Religions Technology Center v. Wollersheim, 971 F.2d 364 (9th Cir. 

1992). 

4. Merritt v. Mackey, 932 F.2d 1317, 1320 (9th Cir. 1991). 

5. Burlington Northern R.R. Co. V. Department of Revenue, 934 F.2d 
1064, 1073 (9th Cir. 1991). 

(b) Rule 37 dismissal 

A catalog of Religious Technology Center’s whole disdain for compliance 
with NRCP discovery indicates: flat-out RTC misrepresentation and falsification. 

6. Anheuser-Busch, Inc. V. Natural Beverage Distributors, 68 F.3d 337, 
348 (9th Cir. 1995. 

7. Malone v. United States Postal Service, 833 F.2d 128,130 (9th Cir. 
1987), cert. Denied sub nom. Malone v. Frank, 488 U.S. 819 (1988) 

Findings regarding credibility as falsely portrayed by Religious 
Technology Center “casts RTC’s credibility in doubt.” 

8. AdrianaInt’lCorp. V. Thoeren, 913 F.2d 1406,1412 (9th Cir. 1990) 

9. Alveska Pipeline Service Co. V. Wilderness Society, 421 U.S. 240, 
258 (1975. 
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fee. 


(c) Religious Technology Center challenges to adversaries* attorney 

The circuit court’s Alveska, D ’Emanuele, and Kerr decisions teach us the 
price sought to be charged against RTC 1990, 1991, 1992, and 1993 RTC 
“intentional bad faith,” described as “the plethora of constitutional issues, 
discovery standoffs, appeals, and most importantly, plaintiffs’ practice of 
endlessly litigating issues.” Other findings against RTC: “destruction and 
concealment of documents, refusal to comply with many court orders, etc. 

10. D ’Emcmuele v. Montgomery Ward & Co., Inc., 904 F2d 1379, 1386 
(9th Cir. 1990) 

11. Kerr v. Screen Actors Extras Guild., Inc., 527 F.2d 67, 70 (9th Cir. 

1975) 

12. Religious Technology Center v. Wollersheim, et al., Church of 
Spiritual Technology, and Church of the New Civilization; David Mayo, being 
Case No. 94-55920, argued in the Ninth Circuit November 14, 1995, with 
disposition by MEMORANDUM April 18,1996; included here as provided by 
9th Cir. R. 36-3. 

(d) Justiciability 

Religious Technology Center denied attempt to raise non-justiciability 
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defense. Ninth Circuit’s reliance on Wollersheim, Nix, Garcia and Scott is, 
again, highly instructive on majority, minority views re: the doctrine of judicial 
estoppel. 

13. United States v. Nix, 21 F.3d 347 (9th Cir. 1990), cert. Denied, 501 
S. Ct. 1260 (1991). 

14. United States v. Garcia, 37 F.3d 1359, 1367 (9th Cir. 1994), cert 
denied, 115 S. Ct. 1699 (1995) 

This circuit’s rulings, supra, are of indispensable historic worth: CSI- 
RTC, Miscavige, Rinder, et al, are left in 1996 on the foregoing holdings, and 
still in 1999 to rationalize the RTC contention re the economic value of the 
“scriptural materials” while at the same time stridently insisting such were “trade 
secrets.” 

Dated this 3d day of December, 1999. 

L). OMSk-* - 

George Wv Abbott 
Nevada Bar No. 2178 
2245-B Meridian Boulevard 
P.O. Box 98 
Minden, Nevada 89423 
(775) 782-2302 

Attorney for Plaintiff-Appellant/ 
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Certificate of Service 


I certify that I am an employee of George W. Abbott, Esq., and that on 


December 3, 1999,1 deposited for mailing in Minden, Nevada, a true copy of die 
within STATEMENT OF RELATED CASES, addressed to 
N. Patrick Flanagan, Esq. 

Hale Lane Peek Dennison Howard and Anderson 
P. O. Box 3237 
Reno, Nevada 89505 
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